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ABSTRACT • ' 

Research with a two-dimensional model of power 
strategies used in ii]timate relaticnships has found that men are more 
likely tc report using direct bilateral i^trategl.es, while women are 
more likely tc report using* indirect, unilateral strategies. The 
relation £hiF;5 among sex-ro'le,. self-concept, and the power strategies 
used in intimate relationships wei;e investigated to identify the 
differences t€t¥een persons classified as masculine, feminine, ' 
undifferentiated, or androgynous ^y the Personal Attributes 
Questionnaire (PAQ) . College students (N=100) completed 
questionnaires on their background and , romantic/sexual relationships 
in addition tc the PAQ- Results indicated' that androgynous persons 
used bilateral strategies such as persuasion/ barqainil^gv and 
positive affect insetting their way. Undifferentiated persons used 
unilateral .strategics such as emotional withdrawal or pursuing their 
own, ends — regardless* Masculine indivldui^ls preferred diredt 
Strategies such as asking their partners to do what they wanted, 
while feminine individuals chose indirect, unilateral strategies such 
as pouting. Overall findings were cpngistent with expectations based 
on definitions of the PAQ types. (Author /HLM) 
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\ Falbo and Peplau (in' pr<>38) have developed a two dimensional model of . 

the pQWer strategies used In intimate rolat JLonshlpa. In this model, one di*'- 
mon^on descrlbGS poiw^er strategies a^flfeStirying along a diroctnesa continumu 
vjrl.ch ranga«?' fi>ora direct to Indirect. The other ^imenslon indicates thj*' ' 
rfextent to which power stratoglea involve one-sided or two--slded (unilaffaral 
vs.. bilateral) decision-making. For example, reasoning with one^s Inflmate 
partner is c^gssifled as direct and bilateral, whil^ emotional ly or filiyslcally 
withdrawing from one^s partner ie classified as indirect and unilateral,. 

Falbo and PeplaO (in press) reported that among heterosexual/ dating 
couples, college men and , women differed In the types of stratagi&s they re-- 
ported using in Ithat i^ien were more likely to report using dlj*e&.t and bilateral 
strategies, whil4 women were more likely to report using irvditect and unilat- 
eral strategies. The' f inding that women reported using mpTr^ indirect strat-^ 
egies than men was consistent with previous research reetilt's (Johnson, 1978; 
tKipnls^ 1976)* However, the result concerning bllater^l^ ii^tr^teglea was un- 
precedented. Falbo an,d Peplau interpreted this gend^Jf-^^lf f^rence in terms of 
the balance of * power within the intimate ^elatlonshi^^'^ Aided by additional 
^ information about power preferences and perceptions/, Falbo and Peplau found 
^ that bilateral strategies were also reported by pfeople (such as men) who ^ 
preferred and perceived themselves as, having oiior'e power than their partner, 
Cofltiversaly, unilateral strategies were .reported l)y ipeople (sucli as women) 
who preferred and pierceiv^ themselves as having loss power than their partner* 
Therel^ore, Falbo and Peplaih (in press) argued that women's greater use of 
unilateral strategies can b^ regarded aa ,i:61ated to their lacking influence in 

intimate relationships. 

» ^ 

Given this gender difference in power strategy use, one wonders whether 
sex-role self-concept would -contribute additional information tow*ards under-^ 
standing power dynamics between men: and women in intimate relationships. A 
previous study examining the rel.fitlonshlp between gender, sex-role self-concepti 
and power strategies (Falbo, ^. 107:7a) found that feminine people, regardless of 
gender, reported using more /syb tie ty, emotional manipulation and tears in 
getting their way than did either masculine or androgynous persons. Othen^lse, 
masculine and androgynoijid' people did not signlf icantJly differentiate'' themselves 
in terms of strategy u^,fe. 

However, the Falbo (1977a) study did not focus on strategies used in 
intimate relationships*" Inatead, this study concerned open-ended essays 
written in response to the general question: How I get ihy way. Further 
liinitations of this study concern biases involved in selecfting both the 
subjects and strategies studied. Subjects were chosen on. the basis of cut-^off 
points imposed on a difference score generated by subtracting the subjects' 
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acore* 6n th* Tna^cnlinity Bcal« from their scores on Live femininity seal®. 
While this was m atceep table approach to classifying subjects at the time 
(Bern and Korula» Note^l), the use of this procedure limits the generaliza- ^ 
bility of the ^ex-role, self- concept results obtained' in the Falbo (1977a) 
•Study because only subjects with jsxtreme scores were placed in the mascu- 
line and feminine categories. In/ addition, the types of powor strategies 
coded, counted, and analyzed in lh& Falbo (1977a) study were selected on 
the basis tket they were relevant to sex-role stereotypes regarding power 
use. This -Selection -procedure limits the generalizability of the power 
strategies results in^^that one doesn't know how representative the list of 
power strategies studied by Falbo (1977a) is of those strategies reported • 
by the subjects. 

This study was" conducted to' examine the relationships between, sex-role 
self-concept and the power strategies used in intimate relat^-onships, while - 
avoiding the limitations of the Falbo (1977a) study. In the present, study, 
all subjects, not just extreme* caSQS, were classified into one of four cate- 
gories (masculine, feminine, undifferentiated, and androgynous) on the basis 
of their scores on tfi*e Personal Attributes Questiohnaire (PAQ: Spence & 
Helmrelch, 1978), Further, the power strategies considered in this ^tudy 
were selected on the basis of their frequeiicy of occurrence in open-ended 
essays, not preconceived sex stereotypes. 

Method 

Subjects . As part of a larger study of power strategies in intimate rela- 
tionships, one hundred heterosexual college students (N " /females 
« 50) were recruited through their claases at a Calif orftTS university 
participate in this research by completing a lengthy questionnaire conc^.rning^^ 
their background, masculinity-feralninity, and "romantic/ sexual relationships.. 
Subjects who were currently in such a relationship answered questions about 
their partner and their relationship. Subjects who were not c^rently in ^a 
rel'ationship answered comparable questions concerning^ their most recent past 
relationship. " , , - ' 

Wompn In^the sample were significantly older (mean diffetence: 1-44 
years) and described relationships which lasted significantly longer (mean 
difference: 8.76 months) than men. Thia mean subject age and relationship- . 
duration for men and women in this sample is presented li^Table 1. 

Table 1 





Mean Age and Duration *by Sex 




Sex . . 


Age 


Durat ion 


Men 
Women 


21.20 
22,64 


12.10 
20.86 



Note: Age is piiesented in years; auracion, xn mmiuit^. _ 
sex main effect? for age, F(l,98) - 5.40, £. < .02, and duration, F(.3„97) - 

The Oueati onnaire . Sjibjects speht approximately one hour completing the 
anonymous questionnaire, either in a^small gvoup setting or Individually. 
The first part of the questionnaire concerned the subjects' backgrounds and 
the second paft of t^he questionnaire focused on a specific romantic /sexual 



relHllonshlp* SubjeclB wer« anked Lo.lhiuk about Iheli Inlinmle partntjr 

and write an opcn-^endod xiQn^y describing ''How I get (got) (my partner)- to 

do Yhat I want/' Subjects also Indicated the duration of the relationship 
and thcij-r own personal satisfaction (on a 9-point scale) with the relation- 
ship. In addition, students completed the short form of the PAQ (Sponce fr' 
Helrarelch, 1978). 

PAQ T^rpe t Table 2 presents the frequency of each PAQ type in this sample, 
derived by, the median split method described In Spence and Helmrelch (1978). 

Table 2 

Frequency of Each PAQ Type ^ 



Sex 


< . ! 

^ Undifferentiated 


Androgynous 


Mas cuHne 


"Feminine 


Men 


8 




19 


7 


Women 


12 


n 


9 


'20 


Total 


^ 20 


25 

■ — ■ 1 ■ ' 


28 


27 



This distribution is comparable to that found among college and high school 
sVuden^ by Spence and Helmrelch (1978). 

Data Analysis : As reported in Falbo and Peplau (in press) , data analysis 
consisted of three steps. Fltst^ the power essays were read and classified 
by six coders, . A strategy was defined as any behavior or aeries of behaviors 
which the subject presented as Instrumental In influencing their partners, A 
strategy type vas placed on the list to be studied If the six coders could 
easily identify instances of it and at least five subjects repprted using it* 
More detailed information about the developi^ent of the code is available in 
Falbo and Peplau (in press). Tatle 3 gives the names, definitions, and exam- 
ples of these 13 strategy types. 

* TAle 3 

Definitions and Examples of the Code Used to Clsissify 
the 13 Pow>er Strategies Found in the Power Essays 



Label 



Hef inition 



Example 



Strategies 
Asking 

Bargaining 



Lalssez-Falre 



Negative Af?e,ct 

* ' /. •' 

Persist^ce 
Persuasion 



/ - 
/ ■■/ 

4 
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' : Agent makes a simple 
request • 

Agent does something 
for target if target 
wllljrecipro9ate, 

Agen t t ake s inde- 
pendent action; does 
what he/she wants on 
own* 

Agent expresses 
negative feelings, 

Agen t c on t Inue s 
try^.ng tio Influ^ce, 

Agent, literally 
reports using 
v;'*Persua8ian.^^ ^ 

^ o 



I ask him to do what 
1 want. 

We usually negotiate 

something agreeable 

to both of^ us . We 

compromise. 

We do our own thing. 

I Just do it by 

myself. 

I pout or threaten 
to cry if I don' t 
get my way. 
I repeatedly temind 
him of wkat I want 
until he Vtves In. 
I try to persuade 
him my way is right. 



labia 3 (cQut.) 



Isabel 



Definition 



Example 



Strat^Rles 
Fo^ltlva Affact 



Reasoning 

Stated Importance 

Suggesting 
Talking 

Tilling 



Withdrawal 
-4 



Agent expreeees 
positive affect. 

Agent uses reason or 
logical arguments. 

Agent t!ella target 
hot^r Important the 
request Is. 

Agent makes suggestions 
or hints* * ^ 

Agent literally reports 
talking or having a 
dlscusslpn with partner. 

Agent makeQ a direct 
* statement of dc^slred 
out come • . f 

Agent withdraws 
affection, grows^ Bilent, 
becomes cold and distant. 



I smile a lot* 
I km especially 
affectionate, 
* I reason with her. 
I argue my point 
loglcally- 
I tell him how 
important it It 
to me. 

I drop hints. 

I make \suggestions. 

We talk about it. 

We discuss our 

differences and 

needs, 

I tell her what I 
want. I state my 
needs. * ^ - - ^ 
I clam up. I 
btecome silent . 



Note: This table Is also pres^ted in Falbo and Peplau (in press). 

Second, nine" experts in the field of power, strategies or Intimata relationships 
provided the data necessary to create the model of power strategies in intimate 
relationships used in this study. These experts rated the similarity of each 
strategy type to every other on a 9-point scale. These ratings underwent a mult^.- . 
dimensional scaling (MDS) analysis and the best' Configuration was selected. Thi& 
configuration is the model of power -strategies in intimate relationships used in 
this study. Thia similarity ratings made by the^ experts underwent a no^met^ric in- 
di-vidiial difference model of MDS (ALSCALi Takane, Young, and deLeeuw, 1977) Iden- 
tical .to that described in Falbo (1977b). "^--^ 

Third, the variables representing characteristics of th*^ participants (such as 
PAQ type*) and the characteristics of ^helr ^relatlTnships (such as its current^ess) 
underwent a multiple optimal regression analysis (MORALS: Ypuri^, deLeeuw, and 
Takane, 1976) Identical to that described by Falbo (1977b). The results of these 
analyses indicated the relationship between these characteristics and power strategy 
use. In these, analyses, the two stimulus coordinates .of the power strategies (one 
for each dimension within the MDS configuration) were u'sed as the predict<>r variables 
■ and the specific variable under study was the criterion variable. Each powei; 
strategy was treated as a c^ee, and the criterion associated with each case was a 



^The nine experts were: Richard Centers, Tonl Falbo, Jacqueline Goodchilds, Paula 
Johnson, Ddvld Klpnis^ Ge^^ge Levlnger, L. Anne P^lau an(^ Bertram Haven, An 



additional expert ^^j ^ ated to be anonymous, 



variable moasured In one of two possible ways. With tlu> first way, the 
variables were continuous. An example of audi a variable is the subjects* 
ratings of their satisfaction with the relationship. With 'such variables,^ 
the ctiterion variables were the tncan scores of all subjects reporting the 
use of each strategy. With the second type of criterion variable, the 
variables represented categories of people. With theue uouilnal variables^ 
the criterion variables were the proportion of each category (auch as 
gender)' reporting the use of each strategy. ^ 

Xhe results of the regression analysis were used to plac^ these var*- 
iables as vectors in the MDS configuration. Specifically, the b coefficient 
associated with each predictor variable served as the criterion variable's 
coordinate for each dimension within the configuration. For example, the b 
coefficient associated with Que predictor variable indicated the. placement 
of the vector on this dimension in the configuration anfl ,the b coefficient 
asso.ciated with the 6lecond predictor varial)le indicated the placement of 
the vector on the second dimension, ^ 

Results 

The results of the MDS. analyses have been reported in* detail elsex^hore 
(F^lbo & Peplau, in pJbess). However, to aid the reader in . understanding 
the re8ufl.ts of the present study, the outcome of this M»vS analysis will be 
briefly presented here. ^ 

Power Strategies and the Configuration ^ 

Of the 100 people in our sample, 85X reported using at least one power 
strategy. The group as a whole wrote 170 strategies, of whicb coders were 
able to classify 96% according to the 13 categories listed in Table 3* The 
aiiount of agreement between coders in their 'use of the power categories was 
computed, by the formula provided by Winter (1973) • All agreement scores 
were above . 80 . 

The experts' ratings of the . similarity of the 13 power strategies were 
analyzed by the multidimensional scaling analysia described in the methods 
section. Solutions based on orfe, two, and three dimensions were compared 
in terms of two criteria: the amount of variance accounted for by that 
solutloh and the clarity of Interpretation of the results. Based on these 
criteria, the two dimensional solution appeared preferable; it provided 
the most readily intei^pretable solution and accounted for 89% of the var- 
iance (compared to 67% for the one dimensional solution and 94% for the 
three dimensional solution) • The two dimension configuration is presented 
in Figure 1. 

The horizontal dimension in Figure 1 is labeled Direct/Indirect. This 
designation was made on the ba^jis of the placement of particular power 
strategies in the MDS space. On the right side of this dimension are 
strategies sharii^g a common theme of getting one's way indirectly by using 
positive 9r negative affect, hinting, or xsrlthdr awing. Ofi the left side of 
.the dimension are sucli strategies a,s asking, telling, ^nd stating the im-- ^ 
portance.of a request that e^re iflpre overt and direct means of getting .one' s 
way. . , 

The vertical dimension in Figure 1 is labeled Bilateral/Unilateral. 
This designation is also justified by the placement of particular strateglea 
along this dimension.* This dimension is anchored at the top by ^lich inter- 
active strategies as persuasion, bargaining, reasoning and positive affect* 
These appeitr to represent t\{ro-$ided forrn^ of decision-^making. The other end 
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of tho^rwCnsiOTi lncl,udo8 fiCratec^les In w^^ich tlio pci-aon taken liulependont 
r actloti by simply doing what she/ho wan^s. This end of the dimension can 
be8t 9^ described as representing one-sided strategies In whlgh one person 
''call9 the shots." 

Vectqrs 

Figure 1 presents eight vectors representing the personal character- 
istics of the subjects and thelr^perceptlons of their relationships. Next 
to the vectors' levels are the R u associated with each multiple regression, 
analysis (in parenthesep) . All R s over .60 are significant at £ < ,01/ 
Unless otherwise stated in the text, the relationship between the variable 
and the configuration Is significant at £ < .01. 

The placement of vectors In thertDS configuration indicates the rela- 
tionship between these variables and power strategy use* That ls,v the 
location of the Vectors in this study tells us what kind of people and rela-- 
tionshlps are associated With the use of what kinds of strategies. This 
interpretation is possible because Information about power strategy usage 
and personal and relationship characteristics was obtained from the same 
sample. 

The variable represented by each vector ranges from highest (closest 
to arrow) to lowest (farthest from arrow). By drawing the shortest line 
between each strategy and the vector, one can locate the point on 'the vector 
which indicates the rank order of each strategy along the dimension. Tlie 
strategies closest to the high end of the vector are* more likely to be 
used by people scoring high on this variable. Similarly, the strategies 
found in the middle or ond of the vector are mo)re likely ^to be used by* 

people scoring in the middle or end (reppectlvely) of the variable. 

j 

Gender and PAQ Type : Although the gender vector (labeled here: Men/V7omen) 
is" a dluplicatlon of the vector presented In Falbo and Peplau (in press),' it 
is portrayed in Figure 1 so that the reader can compare gender and PAQ type 
differences in power strategy use. 

Tlie four PAQ types are represented in Figure 1 the proportion of 
androgynous (labeled: A) > undifferentiated (labeled: I U) > mascul-ine 
(labeled: M) , and feminine (labeled: F) subjects repjorting the use of 
each strategy. Like the other vectors, these PAQ typpi vectors are informa- 
tive in two ways, ^*irst, thesq, vectors indicate the relationship between 
each PAQ type and power strategy use. Second, these vectors indicate the 
differences betweeo the PAQ types in their power strategy use. For example, 
the vectors representing androgyrious and undif f erentiatjed subjects run in 
almost;^ exactly opposite ^directions.. This me^s that thp strategies used by 
undifferentiated and androgynous people are almost .diametrically opposite 
in ^. type. According to the location of these two vector^, androgynous sub- 
jects are more likely to use bilateral strategrles, whil^ undifferentiated 
subjects are more likely to use unilateral strategies* 

\ 

In contrast^ the M vector indicates that masculine Subjects are likely 
to use primarily direct and. somewhat bilateral strategie^. The vector 
runs basically in the opposite direction from the M vectQi^ thereby indi-^ 
eating that feminine subjects are more likely to report u^lng unilateral 
and Indirect strategies. However, because the M,and F vectors do not share 
a significant amount of variance with the conf iguratl/^n, one should be. 
cAutlous in accepting these results. , . ^ 

Note that the F^vector Is closest to -the Tt vectc^r and the M vector is 
cloisest to the A vector. This means that feminine people use strategies 

o '. 10 



most like the undlfferontlated, while masculine and androgynous people are 
somewhat alike in their power aLratagy uac Also noto that the direct: ions 
of vectore representing sex-typed PAQ types are coitaisteat with the gender 
vector. That is, the F vector lies near that portiion of, the gender vector 
representing women. Likewise, the M vector lies near that portion of the 
gender vector representing men. ; 

Rpla flonshlp Characteristics t Diree vectors portrayed In Figure 1 represent 
tharacteristlcs of the relationships. One is the suhject e satisfaction 
with the relationship. This vector (labeled: satisfaction), as it is 
placed in the configuration, indicates that more satisfied people report 
using direct and bilateral strategies, such as reasoning ^d bargaining. 
Less satisfied people reported ualng more indirect and unilateral strategies. 

• The second relationship vector concerns the duration ;of the relationship. 
As portrayed, this vector (labeled^ Duration) inlicates that subjects de- 
scribing longer-lasting relationships reported ustog primarily direct strat- 
egies, such as telj/lng their partner what they want. Subjects describing 
shorter-lasting relationships were more likely to use such indirect strata 
egles as hinting and putting the partner in a good mood. 

The third relationship vector concerns the currentness of the relation- 
ships. As reported earlier, half.the subjects isi the sample described a 
current relationship and half, a past relationship.. The location of this 
vector (labeled: Current) in the configuration Indicates, that subjects de- 
scribing current relationships are more likely to report using bilateral 
strategies, while subjects describing past relationships are more likely to 
report using unilateral strategies. 

Suppor tixiK Analyses : in order to determine whether the 'four PAQ types 
differed in ter^s of the three relationship variables, three analyses of 
variance were conducted. In these analyses, the two independent variables 
were Gender and PAQ type. No significant main effects or interactions 
between Gender -and PAQ type were found in the satisfaction and currentness 
vflrlables Concerning the duration of the intimate, r^elatlonship , as 
::ntioied'earU:rrthere was a significant gender difference with women 
reporting longer relationships than men, F(l,97)-9 . 19 , < . 0P3. No PAQ 
type ^In effects or interactions between PAQ type and Gender were found 
with the duration variable. 

The correlations between satisfaction and duration (r-.09) and between 
duration and currentness (rV.009) were not significant. However -the corre- 
lation between satisfaction and currentness (r..34) was significant and in- 
dicated that people describing current relationships rated th^m as more 
satisfactory , than people describing past relationships. 

Discussion 

This study' succeeded in portraying the types of strategf^es used by 
androgynous, undifferentiated, masculine, and feminine people in Intlu- 
Sclnl^hei; romantic/sexual partners. Speciflcallv, androgynous persons 
reported using suoh bilateral strategies as persuasion, bargaining, and 
■ llllllll affect in getting their way. In conttast, "^f ^^^^f 
^teported using unilateral strategies such as emotionally withdrawing from 
their partner or doing what they wint, anyway. Masculine^ individuals re- 
poried'u,ing primarily direct strategies such as -king their P-tner to do 
what they want. Conversely, feminine people were more HkeLy to report 
using indirect and unilateral strategies such as pouting. 

Unlike the results for androgynous and yndlffferentiated people, the 



i^elatlou&hips between the variables repreeentiag luaecuHne ox famlnlne 
typee and powiar -strategy use were not atatlstically significant. Therefore) 
these relationships should be regarded with caption. Nonetheless, the 

^ resulte concerning maecullne and foinlnlne people are believable because 
they are consistent with other results of 'this study > sex stereotypes, and 
previous research. That Is, feminine people reported using strategies *more 

^ frequently, used by women, and masculine people were found to use 8t.rategies 
associated with men* In addition, these results are consistent with common 
fifex stereotypes that men and masculine people^ get their way by using direct 
power strategies, while women and feminine people use more indirect strat- 
egies (Johnson, 1976). Finally, the femininity results are consistent with 
previous research findings (Falbo, 1977a) which Indicated that feminine 
people report ^J^ing more te^rs^ emotipnal mauipulatiou and subtlety in in- 
fluencing people than masculine or androgynous persons* 

These results are mc^e meaningful in the light of other findings re- 
garding the balance of power within these relationships. As mentioned 
earlier, Falbo and Peplau (in press) found that bilateral and direct strat- 
ejfles were more commonly used by people who perceived themselves to have 
more power in their relatix^nships , while unilateral and Indirect strategies 
were more likely to be used by persons perceiving themselves to have less 
power In *their relationships. Therefore, the strategies typical of androg- 
ynous and masculine people are also typical of those with greater power in 
their relationships. Conversely, the sti'ategies typical of undifferentiated 
and feminine people are also typical of those with less power in their re- 
lationships. ^ 

Furthermore, as reported in Falbo and Peplau (In press), the nine 
experts evaluated the strategies in terms of four dimensions, including 

fod/bad. Analysis indicated that these experts regarded bilaterfil and, 
rect strategies as better than unilateral and indirect strategies. In 
ew of this Information, one could argue that androgynous and masculine 
individuals use strategies regarded by experts to be better than those used 
by feminine and undifferentiated people. This interpretation is consistent 
with the finding that the strategies used by masculine and androgynous 
persons ^g^ere bXb6 used by people who reported greater satisfaction with the . 
relationship • The reverse was found for undifferentiated and feminine 
individuals. . ; V 

Overall, the results concerning the relationships between sex-role 
8elf*rconcept and power strategy use are consistent with what one would 
expect on the basis of the definitions of the PAQ types. For example, in 
Ofder to be classified as ai\drogynou8 , one must have a pattern of masculinity 
and femininity scores (i*e*, high on both sciales) which is' the reverse of the 
criteria for -being placed in the undifferentiated Category (i.e»> low on both 
scales). It is not surprising, then that androgynous people report using 
strategies that are at the opposite end of the $ame dimension (bilateral/ 
unilateral) as those strategies used by undifferentiated people. Similarly, 
feminine people are so classified because they score high on the femininity 
scal0 and low on the masculinity scale. In contrast, masculine people are 
80 clAi9stfled because they show the reverse pattern (high masculinity, low 
femininity)^* Therefore, one would Expect their use of power strategies to 
reflect this difference and it does. 

.Further, the pattern of correlations among the three variables repre*- 
adnting charaqteristlca of the relationship is consistent ^ith the placement 



'of Lheso vnr.lablen" within the power ntrfiLopy conf i Rurnt I^n , For rxnmple, 
the vectors roprcsenti^np; currontnesS and duration wore the most idlvergently 
placed in the conf igurat-ion and this la consistent with the fiixding that the 
correlation between these two variables is the largest of thos^ considered. 

Finally, the vectors represent ing these relationship charnctoris tics 
all share ^ somewhat similar direction and location within the configuration. 
Although they vary considerably along the bilateral/unilateral dimension, 
these Vectors indicate that direct strategies are more commonly used by 
peopl_e engaged in satisfactory current, andj longer relatlonmiips . 

' • Reference Note 

Bern, S. L., 6. Korula, C. W. Scoring packet for the Bom Sex-Role Inventory. 
Unpublished manuscript, Stanford University, 197^. 
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